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1 )KI Responsive to communication(s) filed on 21 October 2008 . 
2a )□ This action is FINAL. 2b)^ This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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4) ^ Claim(s) 16-19 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) |EI Claim(s) 16-19 is/are rejected. 

7) 0 Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 
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Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
10/21/2008 has been entered. 



Response to Arguments 

2. The applicants argue that the combination of Jeng et al (US 5,282,925) in view of 
Song et al (US 2004/0161890) and further in view of Demmin et al (US 6,635,185) fails 
to disclose that the chemical oxide film, removed by Applicants' methods, is formed as a 
protective film "after" the removal of a natural oxide film previously existing on the 
workpiece. This argument has been considered but is moot in view of the new 
ground(s) of rejection of claims 1 6-1 9under 35 U.S.C 1 03(a) based on Nishino et al 
(5,030,31 9) Song et al (US 2004/01 61 890) and further in view of Demmin et al (US 
6,635,185) since Nishino discloses removing an oxide layer "after" the removal of a 
natural oxide film previously existing on the workpiece (col 1 5, lines 1 0-1 6, col 1 6, lines 
15-25) 

In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of 
obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that 
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any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon 
hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge which was 
within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made, and does 
not include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a 
reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 
1971). 

The applicants argue that none of the cited arts, teaches or suggests the claimed 
method steps because the claimed method steps increase throughput. This argument is 
unpersuasive because it is not in commensurate with the scope of the claims because 
none of the claims 16-19 recites the term "increase throughput" 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nishino 
et al (US 5,030,31 9) in view of Song et al (2004/01 61 890) and further in view of 
Demmin et al (US 6,635,185) 

Nishino discloses a method for oxide etching comprises the steps of: of removing a 
silicon dioxide film formed on a surface of a workpiece in a processing vessel that can 
be evacuated ( col 10, lines 30-45), the silicon dioxide film being a chemical oxide film 
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that has been formed by a chemical process ( col 12, lines 25-34), the chemical oxide 
film having been formed as a protective film after a removal of a natural oxide film 
previously formed on the workpiece ( col 12, lines 13-20), the chemical oxide film is 
removed under conditions that: a mixed gas containing HF gas and NH3 gas is used 
(col 10, lines 30-45), a processing temperature for achieving etch selectivity for the 
chemical oxide film to silicon at 200°C ( col 2, lines 58-61 ; col 8, lines 1 0-23; col 1 8, 
lines 15-20), the workpiece is processed in a processing pressure of 0.25 Torr (col 10, 
lines 18-23) 

Unlike the instant claimed invention as per claim 16, Nishino fails to specifically 
disclose that the silicon dioxide film being a chemical oxide film that has been formed by 
a chemical process using a solution prepared by mixing H202 and NH40H 
Song discloses a method for manufacturing a semiconductor device comprises the 
steps of forming an oxide layer via oxidation using H202 and NH40H, processing the 
workpiece at a pressure of 0.05 to 2 Torr (page 2, paragraph 0021 , paragraph 0023) 
Hence, one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made would have found it 
obvious to modify Nishino method by forming the silicon dioxide using a solution 
prepared by mixing H202 and NH40H as conventional in the art as taught by Song 

Nishino also fails to disclose the claimed flow rate ratio of HF to NH3 
Dennis teaches, beginning at col 7, lines 15 
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Since Nishino specifically discloses that the flow rates of the etchants vary ( col 13, 
lines 55-57; col 18, lines 50-55) and the etching can be carried out over a wide range of 
chamber pressure (col 18, lines 5-10), one skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made would have found it obvious to vary the flow rate of NH3 and HF/the processing 
pressure in Nishino method in view of Dennis teaching because Dennis teaches that 
one skilled in the art can vary the parameter accordingly to etch a desired material 
satisfactorily (col 7, lines 23-25). It is also noted that "[W]here the general conditions of 
a claim are disclosed in the prior art, it is not inventive to discover the optimum or 
workable ranges by routine experimentation." In re Aller, 220 F.2d 454, 456, 105 USPQ 
233, 235 (CCPA 1955)" see MPEP 2144.05 II B 

4. Claims 17-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nishino et al (US 5,030,31 9) in view of Song et al (2004/01 61 890) and further in view of 
Demmin etal (US 6,635,185) 

Nishino discloses a method for oxide etching comprises the steps of: of removing a 
silicon dioxide film formed on a surface of a workpiece in a processing vessel that can 
be evacuated ( col 10, lines 30-45), the silicon dioxide film being a chemical oxide film 
that has been formed by a chemical process ( col 12, lines 25-34), the chemical oxide 
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film having been formed as a protective film after a removal of a natural oxide film 
previously formed on the workpiece ( col 12, lines 13-20), the chemical oxide film is 
removed under conditions that: a mixed gas containing HF gas and NH3 gas is used 
(col 10, lines 30-45), a processing temperature for achieving etch selectivity for the 
chemical oxide film to silicon at 200°C ( col 2, lines 58-61; col 8, lines 10-23; col 18, 
lines 15-20), the workpiece is processed in a processing pressure of 0.25 Torr/not more 
than 400 Torr (col 10, lines 18-23) 

Unlike the instant claimed invention as per claims 17-18, 19, Nishino fails to specifically 
disclose that the silicon dioxide film being a chemical oxide film that has been formed by 
a chemical process using a solution prepared by mixing H202 and NH40H 
Song discloses a method for manufacturing a semiconductor device comprises the 
steps of forming an oxide layer via oxidation using H202 and NH40H, processing the 
workpiece at a pressure of 0.05 to 2 Torr (page 2, paragraph 0021 , paragraph 0023) 
Hence, one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made would have found it 
obvious to modify Nishino method by forming the silicon dioxide using a solution 
prepared by mixing H202 and NH40H as conventional in the art as taught by Song 

Nishino also fails to disclose the claimed flow rate ratio of HF to NH3 
Dennis teaches, beginning at col 7, lines 15 
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Since Nishino specifically discloses that the flow rates of the etchants vary ( col 13, 
lines 55-57; col 18, lines 50-55) and the etching can be carried out over a wide range of 
chamber pressure (col 18, lines 5-10), one skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made would have found it obvious to vary the flow rate of NH3 and HF/the processing 
pressure in Nishino method in view of Dennis teaching because Dennis teaches that 
one skilled in the art can vary the parameter accordingly to etch a desired material 
satisfactorily (col 7, lines 23-25). It is also noted that "[W]here the general conditions of 
a claim are disclosed in the prior art, it is not inventive to discover the optimum or 
workable ranges by routine experimentation." In re Aller, 220 F.2d 454, 456, 105 USPQ 
233, 235 (CCPA 1955)" see MPEP 2144.05 II B 



Conclusion 

5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to LAN VINH whose telephone number is (571 )272-1 471 . 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30-5:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nadine Norton can be reached on 571 272 1465. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Lan Vinh/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1792 



